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the Congressional Budget Office, the 
Office of Management and Budget. Any 
number of nonpartisan government 
agencies agree. All the experts agree. 
On the Budget Committee that Mr. 
GARRETT and Mr. BARRETT and I sit on, 
every single expert who came in said 
that this entitlement spending, this 
planned growth in spending, is a dis-
aster, a budget disaster, that we can 
see. It is a train coming down the track 
right into our eyes. But we are not 
blinded. It is not like we can’t see it, 
Mr. Speaker. It is right here. We can 
see it. It is right here on this chart. We 
know it is coming, and we know the 
only way to deal with it is to reform 
these things. 

So where are they? Where are those 
reforms? What will people do if that 
top tax rate rises? 

Let me pull out one of these other 
charts. Just think about it. Doubling 
taxes. I realize it is quite a few years 
off, but if we don’t deal with it now, we 
will get there. What does that mean? I 
guess that means the 39 percent rate 
would go almost 80 percent. That cap-
ital gains would have to go to 40. The 
estate tax, I guess you just take it all, 
which has happened in some countries 
before. The child tax credit, you prob-
ably get rid of it. And the lowest tax 
bracket would probably need to go up 
to 20 or 25 percent. 

Those obviously aren’t exact figures 
or anything like that, Mr. Speaker, but 
just to give a sense of what we are 
talking about here if we don’t do some-
thing, if we don’t change these proc-
esses and change this. Because if you 
look at this chart again, the reason we 
can see the train coming is, if we do 
nothing, absolutely nothing, to change 
Social Security, that is this one, Medi-
care and Medicaid is this one, interest 
on the debt is that one. If we did noth-
ing to change existing law, it is not 
like you have to do more, that we have 
to take action to spend this money. 
This is the money that will get spent if 
we do nothing, if we leave it alone 
under existing law. That is why we 
have to take action, and it is for the 
kids. 

Our kids can’t bear this burden. Peo-
ple have said that if we allow this to 
happen that my children will be the 
first generation of Americans to have a 
lower standing of living than their par-
ents. We have never had that happen in 
this country, and we should never let it 
happen in this country. The only way 
it is going to happen is if we shirk our 
responsibility today, because, gosh, it 
is 15 years off, let’s deal with it later. 

This isn’t about destroying Social 
Security. This is about saving Social 
Security. Because you really can’t pay 
for this. There isn’t enough money in 
the economy. So we have to reform it. 
We have to change the way it works to 
save it. 

That is why Republican budgets will 
say we should save the Social Security 
system. We shouldn’t spend it. That is 
why it is part of the American Tax-
payers’ Bill of Rights, which a group of 

us Republicans introduced a few weeks 
ago, where we said if you pay money 
for your retirement it should only be 
spent on your retirement. It shouldn’t 
be spent on something else. 

This isn’t about destroying Medicare 
or wrecking Medicare, as you will prob-
ably hear demagoguery on the other 
side. It is about saving it. It won’t con-
tinue this way. There isn’t enough 
money. We have to save it, and to save 
it we must reform it. 

You will see proposals, you will see 
reform, but not in the Democratic 
budget that we see today. And that is 
what is so disappointing, Mr. Speaker. 
We can’t ignore it. We shouldn’t ignore 
it. It is right there. It is right before 
us. 

Our children will look back at this 
time in the future as to what we did 
with their inheritance. And I don’t 
mean about the death tax necessarily. 
I mean the inheritance of optimism 
that is so much a part of the American 
ethos, the optimism that the average 
American can always do better, that 
anyone can lift themselves up, that 
they can move things forward. 

Instead, this is saying, no, we have to 
take more of your money. We have to 
move things backwards. You may not 
be able to have the same things that 
your parents had because we need more 
of your money for a failed and ineffi-
cient system. 

That is not the America my parents 
left me, it is not the America that I 
want to leave my children, but it is the 
America that this Democratic budget 
is heading us towards. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not need the larg-
est tax increase in American history. 
We need to let people keep more of 
their money, not less. Families will not 
struggle because government doesn’t 
spend enough. Families will struggle 
when government spends too much and 
takes too much of their money. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a solvent So-
cial Security system, a solvent retire-
ment system, not one that takes the 
money that that is taken out of peo-
ple’s paycheck for their retirement and 
spends it on other things and not one 
that is unsustainable, that won’t exist 
20 or 30 years from now. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a Medicare sys-
tem, a healthcare system, where people 
control their own healthcare, where 
people control their own destiny, not 
where the government is telling them 
what to do and telling them how to do 
it and using one of the most inefficient 
methods and high cost to do so. We 
have to reform that, or it won’t exist 
in the future. 

Yes, this Democratic budget is full of 
empty promises. You will hear about 
them over the next few days and 
weeks. You will hear that they promise 
to spend more money on this and spend 
more money on that and spend more 
money on the other thing, and in some 
cases they are definitely planning to do 
that. What they are not telling you is 
where they are getting it, and they are 
getting it right out of your pocket. 

In some cases, they are going to say 
we are going to spend more money on 
this and spend more money on that and 
grow this program and grow that pro-
gram; and, as Mr. BARRETT from South 
Carolina said earlier, they don’t actu-
ally have the money in the budget to 
do it. They are just telling you, oh, 
yeah, we are going to do it. But we will 
find the money later. 

Well, you can be sure where they are 
going to get that money, probably the 
place they get the other money, right 
out of the American taxpayer. It is the 
only place to go, unless you cut spend-
ing somewhere else, which we are very 
happy to talk about, very willing to do. 
That is always something you do in 
budgets, you set those priorities. 

Yes, it is a budget filled with empty 
promises, except one, the largest tax 
increase in American history. 

Mr. Speaker, American taxpayers de-
serve better, and I hope that we will 
defeat this budget later this week. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ALTMIRE). All Members are reminded 
to address their comments to the 
Chair. 

f 

30–SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, it is good to see you in the 
Chair this evening. 

This has been a pretty amazing first 
3 months for a new Member such as 
myself, who just joined this Chamber 
after having watched it from afar for a 
number of years. As our majority lead-
er said at an engagement earlier to-
night, this has really been one of the 
most remarkably productive Con-
gresses in as long as he can remember 
being here. That is important. That is 
important to me. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to be 
joined later tonight by Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, who is just beginning her sec-
ond term. I think she shares a lot of 
the same frustration that the new 
Members do, that for all of the impor-
tant policy changes that this Congress 
has started, whether you want to talk 
about raising the minimum wage, 
starting to repeal some of these mas-
sive tax breaks we have given to the oil 
industry, the very important action 
that we took on Friday that we will 
talk about in terms of Iraq and the new 
direction that this Democratic Con-
gress is beginning to set on what we do 
in Iraq, maybe the most important 
thing was that we started getting this 
place to work again and starting to 
give our constituents out there faith 
that Congress is back to work for the 
people of this country. Instead of sort 
of waiting for the special interests and 
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the lobbyists to line up and come into 
the offices of the prior leadership to 
tell them what they wanted, now actu-
ally we have got the American people, 
middle-class families, working class 
families, their priorities are back in 
charge here again. That is what makes 
me proud to be part of this group. 

This is the hour that the 30–Some-
thing Working Group gets to spend on 
the floor of the House. I am proud to be 
a member of that group, a new mem-
ber, proud that Speaker PELOSI has al-
lowed us this opportunity. 

We are going to cover I think a cou-
ple of subjects tonight. We will cer-
tainly talk about what happened here 
on Friday. 

But I want to first just rewind for a 
second, to rewind to what happened 
when we first got here in January. Be-
cause it is interesting. I watched C– 
SPAN occasionally when I got home 
from the campaign trail, I got home 
from the State capital where I served 
in Connecticut for a few years, so I 
have some familiarity with some of the 
talk that goes on in this place. 

But now I get to sort of listen it to 
with new ears, because now I listen to 
a lot of the revisionist history that 
gets thrown around this place late at 
night, listen to our friends on the other 
side of the aisle, and they are friends. 

It is important to put up this chart, 
Mr. Speaker, to remind the American 
people that we actually can be friends 
when it actually comes to putting on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives up or down votes on issues that 
matter to regular, middle-class fami-
lies out there. 

We can talk about 68 Republican 
votes along with the Democrats voting 
to implement the recommendations of 
the 9/11 Commission. When we raised 
the minimum wage, set that bill on a 
path forward in this House, we got 82 
Republican votes for that. Stem cell re-
search, passed 253–174, 37 Republicans. 
Better prescription drug programs for 
our elderly, 24 Republicans. And on and 
on and on. 

When it matters, where you put up- 
or-down votes in front of this House for 
things that make lives better for reg-
ular people out there, you are going to 
have Republicans and Democrats 
agreeing. So we are friends. We are 
friends when we put things before us 
we can all agree on. 

But there has been some revisionist 
history. There has been some inter-
esting 20–20 hindsight happening on 
this floor often. We heard just a little 
bit of it before. A lot the decrying 
about the situation that our Federal 
budget has gotten into is pretty curi-
ous, seeing that the reason that I am 
here in large part is because a whole 
bunch of people out in northwestern 
Connecticut who voted for one person 
for 24 years decided that the budget 
priorities, along with the priorities on 
our foreign policy, were gravely out of 
whack. 

A $9 trillion deficit, Mr. Speaker. A 
President that inherited a budget sur-

plus, who ran on very fiscally conserv-
ative principles, managed to turn that 
into a record deficit in his first 6 years 
in office. A Republican Congress, I am 
sure there were some Democrats that 
were at the trough as well, but a Re-
publican-led Congress that was 
complicit in racking up record 
amounts of debt that we know are not 
owned in large part by domestic banks 
but are increasingly owned by foreign 
banks, Asian banks and, in fact, it will 
put us in a very difficult position with 
when we are sitting down at a table to 
negotiate foreign policy with a lot of 
these foreign debt holders that have 
fairly decent leverage over us. 

So we hear a lot about how we need 
to do something about this deficit. How 
it is our children, our children are 
going to be crippled under the weight 
of this deficit. They absolutely are. 
They absolutely are. 

b 2130 
We had 6 years with a Republican 

President, 6 years with a Republican 
House, a Republican Senate for much 
of that time. Could have fixed it during 
that time; didn’t get the job done. 

Let’s take a look at this chart for 
just one second. Let’s make this clear, 
when we borrow money, all of this debt 
that we have racked up over the past 
several years, it is owned by Japan, 
China, the United Kingdom, Caribbean 
nations, Taiwan, OPEC nations, right 
down the line. That is who owns our 
foreign debt. That is what places us in 
incredibly compromising positions 
when we try to bring them to the table 
to be a multilateral player in actions 
throughout this world. 

So here is why I am here: I am here 
because people in northwestern Con-
necticut wanted us to finally challenge 
this President on his disastrous policy 
in Iraq. I am here because they were 
sick and tired of the programs that 
make communities strong, the health 
care programs, education programs, job 
training programs, we are getting 
slashed and burned and cut to the bone 
by this Congress, while they gave away 
more and more massive tax breaks to 
their friends in the upper .1 percent of 
income earners in this Nation. 

But they are also upset because the 
party that I think they thought was, 
you know, you see it in the polls, peo-
ple for years and years and years 
thought that the Republicans were the 
ones that could manage their money 
and the Democrats they weren’t so sure 
on. Well, they finally wised up after a 
while to realize that this place wasn’t 
so responsible even under Republican 
rule; that in fact after budget after 
budget that got put before here, that 
President Bush put before this Con-
gress was rubber-stamped over and 
over and over again and led to some of 
the most fiscally irresponsible policies 
that this Congress has ever seen, that 
this Nation, in fact, has ever seen. 
Largest Federal debt in the history of 
this country, growing by the day. 

Now, here is the good news: it’s 
changing. Now, as many times as folks 

on the other side of the aisle want to 
talk and use the term ‘‘biggest tax in-
crease in the history of the Federal 
Government,’’ well, I’m still searching 
through that budget resolution, I’m 
still searching through what I am 
going to vote on this week and I don’t 
see it. I don’t see it because it’s not 
there because we are actually going to 
do the responsible thing. Because what 
happened to create this Federal budget 
deficit was not just these massive tax 
breaks that they gave away to the 
folks way at the top, top, top of the in-
come bracket, but they also spent 
money in a way that would have your 
eyes spin to the back of your head if 
you dug into some of the things they 
were doing here. 

A Medicare prescription drug pro-
gram that deliberately ties the hands 
of the Federal Government, doesn’t 
allow the Federal Government to nego-
tiate lower prices with the drug indus-
try, Mr. Speaker, making millions, 
hundreds of millions, in dollars in prof-
it for the drug industry at the expense 
of American taxpayers. 

A defense policy which asks virtually 
no questions of how we spend our 
money in Iraq. We find out that there 
was $9 billion sent over to Iraq on pal-
lets, thrown out of SUVs in duffel bags, 
unaccounted for; disappeared in that 
country. Stories of these pork barrel 
projects that would make your head 
spin, the ‘‘bridge to nowhere’’ in Alas-
ka, simply the tip of the iceberg when 
it comes to some of the frivolous 
spending that happens from this sup-
posedly fiscally conservative Congress. 

You could run through the examples 
over and over and over again. Mr. 
Speaker, we just had a hearing in the 
Government Oversight Committee that 
I sit on where we found out that the 
government does audits, each Depart-
ment does an audit every year to try to 
make sure that we are spending money 
in a fiscally sound manner, just like 
any business would, that government 
should act like a business. Well, the 
analogy isn’t particularly apt in a lot 
of facets. But when you are talking 
about at least having generally accept-
ed accounting principles to make sure 
that money comes in and goes out in 
an efficient manner, well, yes, we 
should start acting like a business 
does. 

The only agency in the Federal Gov-
ernment that can’t give a clean audit 
year after year after year, the Depart-
ment of Defense. Nobody here is put-
ting pressure on them to account for 
how they spend money, to make sure 
that the billions of dollars that we 
hand to the Department of Defense in 
order to protect this country is being 
spent in the means that make sure 
that we are not saddling our children 
or grandchildren with the enormous 
amount of debt that we have racked up 
in this Congress. 

I mean, you want to talk about 
spending money wisely, our friends on 
the other side of the aisle have to look 
themselves in the mirror, have to won-
der why this election happened. I know 
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that this war was a major factor in 
people’s choice at the polls. I also know 
that were a lot of people in my district, 
and I have got the run of the economic 
spectrum in the Fifth Congressional 
District, from people living in places 
like New Britain and Waterbury that 
used to have good, solid middle-class 
jobs who are still struggling to get 
back to that level of sustenance, to 
folks that are doing pretty well with 
their lives that have made a buck in 
this economy. Those folks at the upper 
end of the economic spectrum are won-
dering how this government is spend-
ing their money. 

So this week we are going to put a 
budget before this House. And Mr. 
MEEK, who has joined us and Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, who sits on the 
Appropriations Committee, can talk 
more intelligently than I can about 
this. We are going to finally put a 
budget before this House that is going 
to start to reflect the priorities of the 
American people; we are going to get 
our financial ship in order. All the 
things that folks over there talk about 
are actually going to be reality in this 
budget. 

We are going to make sure that we 
invest in the programs that make 
America strong. We are going to make 
sure that we end this disastrous policy 
of unbalanced budgets. We can do it in 
the next 5 years. That budget says that 
we can and we will. And it is going to 
continue at a pretty important prece-
dent that we have set in this Congress, 
which is to change course on some of 
the most disastrous policies of this ad-
ministration, particularly the vote 
that we took on Friday on the war in 
Iraq, and I know that we will talk 
about that, but also start to get our 
fiscal ship in order, to put our money 
where our mouth is. 

It is one thing for people to come up 
to this dais day after day after day and 
talk about fiscal responsibility. It is 
another thing to actually do it and put 
it into practice. 

The budget that we are going to vote 
on will be, as I have learned, this place 
calls a pay-as-you-go budget. It is sim-
ply this, what every family lives with 
every day. You want to spend some 
new money, show how you are going to 
pay for it. You want to cut some taxes, 
show how you are going to account for 
it. Pretty simple budget rule, Mr. 
Speaker. But not to be too partisan 
here, it took a Democratic Congress in 
order to start playing by those very 
simple rules. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to want to 
hand it over to Mr. MEEK for some 
words, who normally gets to kick off 
this hour. But let me say that it has 
been a proud first three months. Prob-
ably the proudest day I have had was 
on Friday, when we came together to 
stand up to the President’s policy in 
Iraq. It is going to be another proud 
week this week when we set the budget 
policies of this country straight and we 
finally stand up to the President and 
don’t do what every other Congress has 

done, which is take this massive docu-
ment, throwing our deficit into an in-
creasingly upward spiral, throwing our 
families into turmoil. We are going to 
finally take this very weighted docu-
ment and hold it up to the light, not 
just rubber-stamp it. 

It is going to be another good week 
here, Mr. Speaker. And with that, I 
yield to Mr. MEEK. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Thank you so 
very much, Mr. MURPHY. It is an honor 
to be here on the floor with you. I look 
forward to having a discussion not only 
with you, but also other Members of 
the House about what is coming up this 
week. I know that you alluded to last 
week’s action that took place here on 
this floor. Democrats and Republicans 
and the majority were able to pass an 
emergency supplemental war bill that 
would not only put benchmarks in to 
make sure that the Iraqi Government 
is doing all that they should do to 
make sure that they carry out their re-
sponsibility since the U.S. taxpayer 
will be spending over $100 billion and 
counting over in Iraq in this piece of 
legislation, this supplemental, but also 
the $400-plus billion that have already 
been spent. 

And also security for the troops, 
making sure that Department of De-
fense regulations, Mr. Speaker, that 
have been put forth to protect our 
troops, that they have what they need: 
the up-armor that they need, the train-
ing that they need, the equipment that 
they need, the personal equipment that 
they need. 

And also making sure that our 
troops, as it relates to their rotation 
into theater, that they actually get an 
opportunity to have a Defense Depart-
ment that has to do what they said 
they would do, and making sure they 
have enough time to be with their fam-
ilies, make sure they are able to main-
tain a job, those that are Reservists 
and National Guard men and women 
back home. And to also make sure that 
their families have an opportunity to 
be a part of their father or their moth-
er’s lives, or their parents having an 
opportunity to enjoy their son or 
daughter. And I think that is so very, 
very important as family values, and it 
is also standing by our word. 

If we can’t stand by our word while 
they are enlisted or federalized to serve 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, then how do 
they expect for us to stand next to 
them and behind them when they are 
veterans and they are out in the world 
of veterans health care? 

I can tell you also, Mr. Speaker, that 
I am very pleased with the fact that we 
did put something in the legislation 
that will hopefully point towards rede-
ployment of our troops. This war will 
continue and continue and continue if 
left up to the President of the United 
States. But before I start talking about 
the action really that we took, passing 
that legislation, seeing the voice vote 
that took place in the Senate last 
week, moving on legislation even with 
a closer time line and different bench-

marks, which, Mr. Speaker, you know 
we will come together in conference to 
talk about a little further and iron out 
and be able to get a work product to 
the President. 

But as you know, today, March 26 of 
2007, the number stands at 3,235 U.S. 
servicemen and women that have died 
in Iraq; some 13,415 of U.S. troops have 
been injured and returned back to bat-
tle. You have to think about it, injured 
and then returned back to battle; 10,000 
U.S. troops have been injured and have 
not been able to return back to battle. 

Hearing those numbers and hearing 
how they continue to move up, Mr. 
Speaker, even speaks further to the 
kind of oversight that this Congress 
must have in this conflict in Iraq, this 
civil war in Iraq, I must add, that we 
are officiating. 

We know that the President had a 
press conference after we took our ac-
tion here on the floor. I want to com-
mend the Members again who voted in 
the affirmative to make sure that we 
were able to take action, the first time 
the U.S. Congress has taken action 
with benchmarks, even against profit-
eering with U.S. contractors that are 
the third largest, you may call it coali-
tion partner, or the second largest out-
side of U.S. servicemen and women in 
Iraq. You would assume that there are 
other countries in the world, since this 
is such a world issue that the United 
States is involved in, you would as-
sume that there would be a number of 
countries before U.S. contractors, but 
U.S. contractors are the second largest 
number of individuals that are there. 

Mr. Speaker, when I talk about these 
numbers and when we talked about the 
action last week, the President, then 
he sprung into action. He had a press 
conference talking about how the Con-
gress is now holding dollars back from 
our men and women in theater and 
asking us to please stop. Well, I am 
glad that I lived long enough over the 
weekend to come back here to the 
floor, Mr. Speaker, to not only share 
with the President, but those that may 
think that by us standing up on behalf 
of veterans health care, by us making 
sure that Walter Reed Hospital gets 
the necessary dollars they need to be 
able to take on the influx of men and 
women coming back from theater that 
are injured of the 10,772 that cannot 
and will not go back to theater and the 
13,415, when that number continues to 
increase, that when they get their care 
in the field and then they move on to 
Germany and they get even further 
care, and some of them have to come 
back here to Washington, D.C. to even 
get physical therapy and all the things 
that they need to get back to the the-
ater, if that is stopping the dollars 
from getting to the troops, then I 
think that we need to go back to a 
civics lesson of what this is all about. 

We are putting dollars in what the 
Republican majority did not put in. 
Anything that the President asked for, 
the Republican majority rubber- 
stamped it. As a matter of fact, the Re-
publican majority in the last Congress 
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was so loyal to the President of the 
United States that whatever he said, 
whatever he wanted, they did it. And 
guess what, Mr. Speaker? I am here to 
report that that is one of the big rea-
sons why we have a Democratic major-
ity right now in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives and in the Senate. Some 
30-odd seats were lost living under that 
philosophy. And all of the hours that 
we spent on this floor, all of the hours 
that we spent in committee saying 
that if you give us the opportunity to 
lead, we will lead. Democrats, Repub-
licans, Independents and some Ameri-
cans who never voted before in their 
life went out and voted last November. 

Now, the President can have a press 
conference, that’s fine, he is the Presi-
dent of the United States. I can go out 
and have a press conference. The bot-
tom line is let’s not have the people of 
the United States of America feel that 
the U.S. House and the Senate are 
holding money back from the troops. 
As a matter of fact, we have given 
more than what the President called 
for as it relates to armor. We’ve given 
the troops more as it relates to troop 
safety and force protection. We’ve 
added three new brigades to the Ma-
rines. We’ve added 36,000 more soldiers 
to the Army to make sure we are at 
the readiness level. Under the Repub-
lican majority of the 109th and the 
108th Congress, as this war started and 
continued to escalate to the numbers 
of where it is now, our readiness levels, 
and when I speak of readiness levels, 
Mr. Speaker, I speak of the fact that if 
we had to go into another conflict, we 
are not ready. 

b 2145 
There is not a National Guard unit 

right now that is ready to go to battle. 
Now, what do we mean by readiness? 
Making sure that they have the equip-
ment, making sure that they have 
enough personnel to be able to rise to 
the occasion, all the specialists that 
are needed, all the striker brigades 
that are needed. We have 100 of them, 
but we are not at the readiness level 
that we need to be, and we haven’t 
been at this low level that we are now 
since the Vietnam war. I am not giving 
out any national secrets. Everyone 
knows that this is the case. So if we 
know the obvious, why not take care of 
it? 

We are doing more than what the 
President has asked for. The President 
just has a problem. Do you know what 
the problem is? It is the fact that the 
Congress has said: Guess what, Mr. 
President. I know you have been saying 
a lot over the last 4 or 5 years of this 
war, now within its fifth year, the third 
escalation of troops that you have sent 
over to Iraq; and we pass a nonbinding 
resolution in the majority and Repub-
licans voted for that, too, saying that 
we disagree with that philosophy. The 
American people are far beyond the 
President on this issue. So we are here 
to represent the American people. 

The second point, when you look at 
this issue of the binding resolution, it 

says that if the Iraqi government does 
not meet the benchmarks set by who, 
the President of the United States, 
George W. Bush, then the redeploy-
ment of troops will start. The clock 
will start at that point for a redeploy-
ment of a number of troops within 6 
months. 

What else took place? The President 
said that it is important that we are 
not there forever. Well, still living 
under going in the old direction, the 
President wants the prerogative to be 
able to say, well, they are going to be 
there as long as they need to be there, 
and there is not necessarily a plan, and 
you haven’t given an opportunity for 
the plan to work of the new escalation 
of troops. 

Well, guess what? We saw plan one, 
and the violence did not go down. We 
sat here and watched plan two, and the 
violence did not subside. They weren’t 
using Vice President CHENEY’s, the en-
emies are in the last throes of their in-
surgency, later to find out that that is 
not the truth. 

So I guess we are just are supposed to 
continue to go on and on and on. 

So, Mr. MURPHY, I guess when we 
start looking at the benchmarks, that 
is the problem. Why doesn’t the Presi-
dent say, that is my problem; I have a 
problem with the fact that the U.S. 
Congress is saying they no longer want 
to go with my original thoughts? There 
is nothing wrong with that. He is an 
American. He can say it. 

But the bottom line is every last one 
of us sitting in these seats here in Con-
gress and across the hall in the Senate, 
our obligation is to the individuals 
that have sent us here. Our constitu-
ents that have Federalized us here to 
make decisions on their behalf. 

We are not generals. Some of us 
served in the military, some of us did 
not serve in the military, some of us 
never wore a uniform in our lives, but 
I can tell you this much. We have been 
sent here to watch over the U.S. tax-
payer dollars, have the well-being of 
our U.S. troops that are allowing us to 
salute one flag, and to make sure that 
our number one obligation is to be 
loyal to the American people, and not 
one person. 

So I speak very firmly and I stand 
very firmly on this point. Because I sat 
here the last 4 years in the minority 
not having an opportunity to be a part 
of the decisionmaking, not even being 
able to agenda a bill in committee or 
subcommittee, not able to bring a bill 
up here on the floor that the Repub-
lican majority did not allow me to. I 
mean, under the rules, they didn’t 
allow me to. To now say, well, the 
President says that we are holding up 
dollars, emergency dollars for the war 
in Iraq? 

Let me just share a few other things, 
and then possibly we can go into an ex-
change. 

In the summer of 2005, there was a 
shortfall as it relates to veterans’ 
health care, $2.7 billion. 

In March of 2006, the President’s 
budget cut funding by $6 billion over 5 

years that was passed by a Republican- 
controlled Congress. And the first 
time, Mr. MURPHY, that we had an op-
portunity to do anything, when I say 
the Democratic majority, the first ac-
tion, and it was because of the inaction 
by the Republican Congress that did 
not pass the appropriations bills on 
time, that we passed a continuing reso-
lution to keep this government run-
ning, and what did we do? 

Well, we went into that bill and we 
made sure some of the special interest 
tax breaks and all of the things that 
the Republicans had in place, being 
loyal to individuals that had great in-
fluence in this House, and I am not 
talking about Members, I am talking 
about outside forces. We took $3.6 bil-
lion of the U.S. taxpayer dollars to in-
crease the VA health care program and 
to make sure that their budget was in 
place so that our veterans would have 
somewhere that they can get care and 
their families. 

That was our action. The President 
didn’t ask for that. As a matter of fact, 
the President didn’t even want it. But 
we did it because it was the right thing 
to do, and that was prior to the Walter 
Reed. 

I keep saying that because that is so 
very, very important. People think 
that politicians and some folks do 
things just because somebody was 
looking or somebody said that you 
should do it or you are under some po-
litical pressure. That was a natural 
thing for the Democratic majority to 
do, and we did it. 

And for the President to stand and 
say, well, you know, there is things in 
there that should not be in there and 
things that I didn’t ask for. Well, guess 
what, we have to ask for it. I am even 
going to go down memory lane again. 

January of 2003, the same adminis-
tration, President Bush cuts veterans’ 
health care for 164,000 veterans. 

March of 2003, Republican budget cut 
$14 billion from veterans’ health care, 
passed by the Congress, with 199 Demo-
crats voting against it. That is House 
Concurrent Resolution 95, vote number 
82. 

March, 2004, Republican budget 
shortchanged veterans health care by 
$1.5 billion. It was passed by the Con-
gress, 201 Democrats voting against it. 
That is House Concurrent Resolution 
393, vote number 92. 

March, 2005, President Bush’s budget 
shortchanged veterans’ health care by 
more than $2 billion for 2005 and cut 
veterans’ health care by $14 billion 
over 5 years. That was passed with 201 
Democrats voting against it. That is 
House Concurrent Resolution, vote 
number 88. 

I think it is very important that we 
outline that. 

Just like I said here earlier when I 
talked about the 2005 shortfall, after 
Democrats pressured the Bush adminis-
tration and finally acknowledged that 
the 2006 shortfall for veterans’ health 
care totaled $2.7 billion, Democrats 
fought all summer to make sure that 
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those dollars were placed back in the 
right direction as it relates to vet-
erans’ health care. 

Also in March, 2006, President Bush’s 
budget cut veterans’ funding by $6 bil-
lion over 5 years, passed by the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress and, like I 
said, at $3.6 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, we come to the floor 
and we mean business. We are not com-
ing here to have a press conference and 
talk to some folks that may not quite 
understand exactly what is going on 
day to day in Congress. That is why we 
are here. We are here to make sure the 
American people know exactly what is 
going on here. 

The reason why we speak very pas-
sionately about, you may say, well, it 
is Iraq, Iraq, Iraq, Iraq and, guess what, 
that other issue, Iraq. The reason we 
speak very passionately about that is 
that we have seen so much on this floor 
and so many words that Mr. MURPHY 
talked about earlier, Members going on 
passing out inaccurate information 
every now and then, or the spirit of the 
information, whichever way you want 
to frame it, and to see the hard-core re-
ality of these issues are still not ad-
dressed. 

I had something here where all of the 
veteran groups, I must add here, Mr. 
Speaker, ‘‘This much-needed funding 
increase will allow the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to better meet its 
needs for the men and women return-
ing from Iraq and Afghanistan, as well 
as all veterans who have served in the 
past.’’ That is from the National Com-
mander of Disabled American Vet-
erans. That press release was March 21, 
2007. ‘‘The American Legion and its 2.8 
million members applaud the Budget 
Committee for the budget resolution 
recommendation for $43.1 billion in dis-
cretionary funding for veterans. Your 
recommendations are close with the 
views that are estimated, that was es-
timated by the American Legion ear-
lier this year.’’ That is by the legisla-
tive director and the lead on the Amer-
ican Legion. 

I think it is very, very important 
that Members understand that. Vet-
eran groups are 110 percent, 110 per-
cent, Mr. Speaker, about what this 
Democratic-controlled Congress is 
doing; and we are just getting started. 
This is Monday. We are talking about 
the things that we need to put in place 
to make sure that our men and women 
need to have what they need to have 
when they are in theater and when 
they are out of theater. 

I challenge the President to think 
within his heart and within his mind 
that he would turn a new leaf, and 
making sure that when we send this 
emergency supplemental to his desk, if 
he vetoes it, it will be his action that 
will be delaying the dollars to go to our 
men and women in harm’s way. 

I have said once before last week, Mr. 
Speaker, I voted for two emergency 
supplementals, a lot that I did not 
agree with, but the last thing I wanted 
to do was to leave our men and women 

in harm’s way without the necessary 
funding that they need. So if I, some-
one that has a different opinion than 
the President and the old Republican 
majority as it relates to this war in 
Iraq, we are all Americans first and, 
guess what, life is not perfect and ev-
erything is not going to come the way 
you want it to come when you want it 
to come. 

There are other people in this democ-
racy that have something to say about 
it, and I know there are Republicans in 
America that feel the way the way that 
we feel. I know that there are Inde-
pendents in America that feel the way 
we feel, and I know that there are 
Democrats and those that are looking 
to vote in coming elections to be a part 
of this democracy. 

So I come very proud of the work 
that has been done and the work that 
will continue to be done here in this 
House. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
MEEK, just as a transition to Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, I would just say, 
elections matter; and there is probably 
no better example of that in recent his-
tory than the election in November. 
Things have just changed here. The air 
is different, the priorities are different, 
the rate of action is different. 

And, Mr. MEEK, I get why we had to 
have an election in order to change 
course in Iraq. I understand that this is 
a very difficult subject that has divided 
people for a number of years. Over the 
past several years, people, large num-
bers of people came to the conclusion 
that we needed to change course from 
the President’s policy, that we needed 
to put a Congress here that is going to 
start standing up to this guy and in-
sisting that there are some other fights 
that matter in this world, and that we 
need to invest back in Afghanistan, 
that we need to make sure that our 
borders here are protected and that we 
needed to start redeploying our forces. 

So I get that we had to go to a na-
tional referendum in order to set a new 
course. That is an important issue that 
has divided people. 

Now, people have come down pretty 
firmly in the past 12 or 18 months on 
the side of a new direction. That is why 
Friday, to me, was maybe the most 
gratifying day in the short number 
that I have been here. But, Mr. MEEK, 
I don’t get why we had to have an elec-
tion to decide to support veterans. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. If I may, and 
then I will yield and you can share all 
the great information. And Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ happens to be in 
between us today, so all we need is Mr. 
RYAN down here, and she will have a 
real challenge. But I can tell you from 
past experience of serving with her for 
12 plus years now that she is very capa-
ble of rising to the occasion here. 

Let me just point out, just today, Mr. 
MURPHY and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
we took a vote. We took a vote saying 
that we would like for the appointed 
U.S. District Attorneys to come and be 
confirmed before Congress. Something 

that is very, very important, giving the 
chief judge an opportunity to appoint a 
temporary U.S. District Attorney, for 
that opportunity to take place because 
of what is happening now in the Jus-
tice Department. And I think it is im-
portant. I saw Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 
earlier talking today about this very 
subject. 

But, on the Republican side, you 
have some Republicans that are saying 
it is just horrible of what is happening. 
Because if what we think or believe 
what happened, these political ap-
pointees and then they got taken out 
because they were either going after 
someone that the administration did 
not want them to go after or they 
weren’t going after certain individuals 
as it relates to political motivation. 
And under what we may call regular 
order in the 109th Congress or the 108th 
Congress or beyond, the kind of grip 
that this administration had over the 
House and the Senate, the chokehold 
that they had over the House and Sen-
ate, this would have never been an 
issue. It never would have been fol-
lowed up on. There never would have 
been a hearing. 

Guess what? Now, Mr. Speaker, there 
are hearings in both House and Senate, 
and now the Attorney General is get-
ting caught in his own words. One 
minute he had nothing to do with it, 
and he didn’t know what anyone was 
talking about. Now we understand that 
he led a meeting even talking about 
this issue. 

So when you look at it, and Mr. MUR-
PHY and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 329 
Members of the House. It goes to show 
you, with the right leadership in place, 
we have a Democratic majority, Repub-
licans will vote, some Republicans will 
vote and move in the right direction. 
Only one Member of the Republican 
leadership voted for this commonsense 
approach. There are still Members on 
the Republican side that are in the 
leadership that are still holding on to 
what used to be. The election took 
place last November. You would think, 
well, maybe the American people are 
not with this. 

So I am just saying that this issue is 
continuing to evolve, and I bring these 
examples up so that the Members can 
see that we have a lot of work to do. It 
is not about partisanship. This is about 
leadership, and we are providing the 
leadership here. 

I know Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ who 
serves on the Judiciary Committee can 
speak more eloquently on this issue. 
But this is one example amongst many. 
You called out those bipartisan votes 
at the beginning of the hour. We have 
to continue to embrace bipartisanship 
because that is what the American peo-
ple want. They don’t want us to be 
Democrats and Republicans. They want 
us to be Members of Congress watching 
out for the better good. 

b 2200 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank 

you, Mr. MEEK and Mr. MURPHY, it is 
great to be here again. 
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I had an opportunity to engage in 

some dialogue with the caucus chair-
man on the Republican side, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM). I 
fully expected to be engaged in a point- 
counterpoint discussion on the U.S. At-
torney General and the U.S. Attorney 
scandal, and that he would be defen-
sive, as many of his colleagues have 
been. But knowing Mr. PUTNAM as we 
do, he was very frustrated. He ex-
pressed deep concern. He was beyond 
comprehension how the administration 
could have dealt with this problem in 
the way that they did. 

I was asked how I felt about it as a 
member of the Judiciary Committee. 
Quite honestly, under normal cir-
cumstances the President does have 
the right to appoint and unappoint and 
ask for the resignation of U.S. Attor-
neys that serve at his pleasure. Had it 
been a matter of him just saying, yes, 
I asked for their resignation, we have 
some other needs, we are moving in a 
different direction, whatever he said, 
just be straight with the American peo-
ple. Just be straight with the Congress. 
If he had said, yes, I asked for their 
resignation, I can do that, I am the 
President. Fine. 

But, instead, it is fabrication, it is 
distortion, it is no, it was not him, it 
was the guy behind the tree. It was his 
mother. Just own up to what you did. 

Now, if the problem is what you did, 
you asked for their resignation because 
they were too good at their job and 
they were pursuing public corruption 
cases against Republicans, and we have 
colleagues that picked up the phone 
and put some pressure on these U.S. 
Attorneys whose resignation ulti-
mately was asked for, that is a horse of 
a different color. 

But this would have never exploded 
to the level it has if they had just said, 
yes, we did. What I pointed out in my 
conversion with Mr. PUTNAM, in past 
years, and I was happy to see he was 
frustrated and concerned and there is 
bipartisan concern about the action 
that this administration has taken re-
peatedly on the war in Iraq, on the U.S. 
Attorney firings, and on the handling 
of the Valerie Plame issue, and the list 
goes on and on. 

Had there not been Democrats in 
charge of the Congress, this would have 
been another thing that would have 
been swept aside. They would have 
moved on or waited it out. They would 
have squeezed their eyes tight shut and 
hoped that this, too, would pass. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I know 
that some of this administration are 
supposedly not great students of his-
tory; but if you read of recent Presi-
dencies, you might find out if you tell 
the truth right off the bat, you get 
yourself in a lot less trouble than if 
you try to place the blame. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I want 
to go back to my ‘‘mom’’ analogy that 
I had last week. It is like how I deal 
with my kids. I told them, as all little 
kids, they get nervous when they have 
done something wrong. Sometimes 

they might not be completely truthful. 
And I have sat them down time and 
again, and said, listen, honey, if you 
just tell me the truth right away, it is 
going to be easier. I might be a little 
mad, but I am going to be more upset 
if I find out you lied on top of a lie. 
Young kids might not completely un-
derstand this, but grownups like the 
President and the Attorney General 
can certainly understand the more you 
stretch the truth, because we have to 
be careful about the words we use here, 
the harder it is to remember the last 
one you told, the last version of the 
truth you told. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, there is going to 
be a lot of stuff over the next couple 
months about Executive privilege and 
who said what, and there may be a lot 
of terms that may not seem like it 
matters to regular people. 

The heart of the matter is the dif-
ference between America and some 
Third World nations out there is we 
have a system of blind justice which 
holds people accountable for their ac-
tions based on whether they were right 
or wrong, whether they broke the law 
or didn’t break the law; not whether 
they have some powerful friend sitting 
in the halls and corridors of power in 
Washington, D.C. or their State legisla-
ture. That is what separates this coun-
try from a lot of other places in the 
world where you can get hauled off to 
jail simply because you have fallen in 
disfavor with someone who is in a high 
political position. That is the essence 
of the genius of this country, that we 
have made sure that our legal system 
operates separate from our political 
system. 

There is going to be a lot of commo-
tion about Executive privilege. What it 
comes down to is what may have hap-
pened is that this administration vio-
lated one of the basic principles of 
American democracy: don’t mix justice 
with politics. 

And you are very right, maybe people 
wouldn’t have found out about this if 
we did have Democrats in the majority. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. We ab-
solutely have to make sure that we 
continue to exercise the system of 
checks and balances in our oversight 
role here. If we don’t, I am really fear-
ful about what else. And we have al-
ready seen the evidence of how far this 
administration will push and how ob-
sessed they are with the notion of a 
unitary Executive and the concentra-
tion of power that they have tried to 
gather in the Executive, through sign-
ing statements which are notations, 
whole paragraphs and pages and pages 
of notations on legislation that we pass 
here. 

We will say ‘‘X’’ must happen. And in 
a signing statement, the President will 
actually write a note that says why he 
doesn’t have to do ‘‘X’’ even though 
Congress passed a law and he signed it. 
He has exercised more than any other 
President combined the so-called right 
to, essentially if he doesn’t think a 

provision in the law that we have 
passed is constitutional, he has exer-
cised his belief that he can ignore it or 
not implement it. That is what the ju-
diciary is for. 

So between signing statements and 
the abuse of power with the PATRIOT 
Act and National Security Letters and 
essentially not being entirely straight-
forward, for lack of a better term, I am 
coming up with a lot of adjectives and 
synonyms for the ‘‘L’’ word here, there 
is an incredible effort being made that 
seems to require more energy than the 
straight-up truth does. 

That is why the oversight role is so 
important. If we are not here asking 
questions, then the administration will 
run rough shod over the Constitution. 
They have proven that. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. The sense I am 
getting from my district now is that 
this is all fine probably if everything is 
going okay for everyone else. But the 
fact that things aren’t going well, peo-
ple are struggling to pay for their 
health care and college tuition. They 
are living paycheck to paycheck, bank-
ruptcies are up, foreclosures, and kids 
are getting killed because of an admin-
istration that has been less than forth-
right with the facts. I think that is 
what is stirring among the American 
people. 

That is what happened in the elec-
tion in November; and I think quite 
frankly the key to moving the kind of 
agenda we want to move here is going 
to be organize and tap that energy that 
is back home in a lot of our districts. 
Unless we do that, we are going to 
struggle. But I think we have the wind 
at our back. We have the American 
people at our back. They like what we 
are doing. There are good responses 
from the bill we passed on Friday. 

b 2210 

We have got to get out of Iraq, and 
this President does not have the credi-
bility to I think withstand the kind of 
pressure that is coming from the Amer-
ican people. The American people want 
out. They are tired of watching what is 
happening. Five more soldiers got 
killed, more kids maimed, more kids 
injured, more kids at Walter Reed, 
more kids go into a VA system that is 
less than adequate, and the American 
people are looking for the kind of 
changes that you have talked about, 
Congressman MEEK has talked about. 

The bottom line I think is this, and 
whether you are talking about the war 
or anything else. For the war, it is 
like, well, there is only two options 
here. We either go down the road the 
President has taken us down and keep 
going or we have this alternative that 
we presented to get us out in the next 
year, hopefully earlier. An alternative 
to not going with our proposition is to 
continue to give the President a blank 
check, continue to have kids get killed, 
continue to not have a plan with abso-
lutely no explanation as to what we are 
doing over there. No one even knows 
anymore. 
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To go along with the President’s 

budget means that as we look through 
our notes here and the research we did, 
1 million children who are currently 
covered under the SCHIP program will 
get cut out of it. Our plan, invest $50 
billion to cover millions of children 
who are currently uninsured. Which 
way do you want to go? I mean, this is 
not brain surgery. The President wants 
to continue to give tax cuts to the top 
1 percent. We want to cover kids with 
health care, without raising taxes. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ALTMIRE). All Members are reminded 
to refrain from engaging in personal-
ities toward the President. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the Speaker, but this Congress 
wants to add up to $50 billion to cover 
$50 million of new children on the 
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. We want to get the Pell grant up 
to at least $4,600 and we reject the 
President’s proposals for cuts. 

Now, imagine the leadership in the 
United States of America in 2007, Mr. 
Speaker, 2007 where he is going to say 
we want to not fund Pell Grants, we 
want to not fund children’s health in-
surance and we want to continue to 
spend $2 billion a week in Iraq. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I 
thank the gentleman. On Friday, what 
we said was no more blank checks, no 
more war without a strategy and a plan 
to get our men and women in uniform 
home, no more sending troops over into 
combat, into harm’s way without the 
armor they need, without the prepara-
tion they need, without the rest they 
need. All of those items were in that 
Iraq War supplemental. 

The alternative, what the President 
preferred, was just give me the money, 
just give me the money; do not ask me 
any questions. He was opposed to his 
own benchmarks. The benchmarks that 
he laid out on January 10 were in the 
bill, the ones that he said the Iraqi peo-
ple have to meet, that the Iraqi leader-
ship has to meet, and we added some 
that said, you know what, you have to 
make sure that you think about pro-
tecting the men and women we are 
sending over there. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We said that you 
said these are the benchmarks, and 
guess what, we are going to hold you 
accountable for what you have said, be-
cause up to this point, you have been 
saying whatever you want and there 
has not been the kind of force of law 
which we passed out of here on Friday. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Words 
are nice, but when you go, like each of 
us have, to Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center and you look those troops in 
the eye and you have a chance to spend 
some time with them, the words ring 
really hollow unless you know you can 
back those words up with some action, 
with some commitment, with some be-
lief in the mission and understand how 
devoted these men and women are to 
getting the job done. 

I mean, listen to some of the folks 
that are in that hospital, they all, to a 

person, have told me when I have been 
there, they want to go back. They want 
to get better, and they want to go back 
to join their comrades, their buddies, 
and help finish the job, but we have to 
make sure that we have their back. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Is that not inter-
esting that the soldiers we talked to, 
Mr. Speaker, at Walter Reed, back 
home, the kids that have gone, come 
back, gone, come back, and they are 
going back again, the reason you hear 
about why these kids want to go back 
and you think why would you want to 
go back, they want to go back because 
their buddies are still there. They feel 
like if they go back that they will be 
able to save their lives. 

The last couple of funerals I have 
been to with kids who were stop-loss 
and were supposed to come home but 
ended up staying longer than they 
probably should have and ended up not 
making it back, the reason they want-
ed to go back in the first place was to 
protect their friends, and that is the 
heroism, that is the valor, that is the 
nobility of the cause. That is why these 
kids go back. 

To talk about that the debate last 
week, and many of us did not get an 
opportunity to speak for a variety of 
different reasons, but to hear, Mr. 
Speaker, some people say that if we 
bring these kids home, somehow that is 
going to make us less safe here in the 
United States, is an appalling argu-
ment, that this administration and 
this Republican Congress would rubber 
stamp this war to go over there, and 
that National Intelligence Estimate 
has told us that this war has created 
more terrorists, not less. It has created 
terrorists, Mr. Speaker, and then now 
that we have thousands and thousands 
and thousands of more people gunning 
for us here, these folks have the audac-
ity to tell us, Mr. Speaker, that some-
how us bringing our kids home is going 
to make us less safe. 

Now, that, to me, is appalling and to 
continue that kind of disjointed logic 
is unacceptable to me because we have 
kids in our districts who are not back 
home. They are either in Iraq, and 
many of them have gotten killed under 
the guise of the war, and to tell us that 
by bringing our kids home and getting 
them out of a civil war is going to 
make us less safe does not make any 
sense because all of the intelligence in 
the whole world is saying this war in 
Iraq has completed the final piece of 
the fanaticism of the Middle East. 

We have given anyone who kind of 
wanted to join but did not really want 
to, they are now joining. They are now 
a part of everything. They are now a 
part of the terrorist groups. They are 
now a part of the terrorist organiza-
tions. They now hate the United States 
more than they ever have, and so I find 
the whole operation appalling. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. What 
we have gotten ourselves into, this is a 
religious war. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Civil war. 
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. This is 

a religious war that we helped to cre-

ate in part. It did not exist until the 
bull sort of rushed into the China shop, 
but I think we all find it appalling, 
some of us, this simplistic terminology 
that gets rolled out here that we can-
not leave until victory has been 
achieved. Explain to me what victory 
is because if we have to stay there 
until we have completely eliminated a 
civil/religious conflict, well, it was not 
raging for the decades before we got 
there and is one that has almost no his-
torical bounds. That is a difficult vic-
tory to ask our brave men and women 
to achieve, to try to somehow reme-
diate a dispute between Shia and Sunni 
that cannot be resolved through the 
military actions of our men and 
women. 

Victory is much broader than that. 
Victory is about going after the fight 
that really mattered in the first place 
which is in Afghanistan, Mr. Speaker. 
Victory is about making sure that we 
secure our borders here at home; that 
every container that comes into Amer-
ican ports gets checked; that every air-
port has the proper screening tech-
nology to make sure that the ports of 
entry who brought in the terrorists 
who harmed this country have all the 
technology they need to make sure 
that it never happens again. 

b 2220 

That’s victory in the end. So it’s 
frustrating as a new Member to come 
down here and to listen to this new ter-
minology get thrown out there that 
doesn’t have any basis in reality. That 
is part of what we did on Friday as 
well, to start to broaden that defini-
tion of what victory means and try to 
challenge the people to rise to that. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. On behalf of the 
American people, I think they are try-
ing to see what we are trying to do. We 
are trying to end this war, stop the 
killing of our own kids, stop the maim-
ing of our own soldiers, get them out of 
a civil war, try to calm down what’s 
happening, stop the $8-plus billion a 
month that we are spending over there, 
and try to take some of that money 
and invest that into our own students, 
our own kids. 

I was, just before I got here, having 
dinner with an old friend of mine, who 
is a Republican. He said, we have spent 
$400 billion, soon to be $500-and-some- 
billion dollars on this war. Can you 
just imagine, we could have covered all 
of our citizens for health care, we could 
have paid for everyone’s college edu-
cation, and, you know, gotten some 
stuff done in this country. 

Instead, we have $500 billion, we have 
well over 3,000 kids have gotten killed, 
adults and soldiers, some 25,000 maimed 
or injured and God knows how many 
innocent Iraqi civilians, many of them 
children. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. As we 
conclude, the President is so stubborn 
and so ‘‘my way or the highway,’’ that 
his own definition of victory, the 
benchmarks that we have put in this 
bill, he is threatening to veto. That is 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:31 Mar 27, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K26MR7.103 H26MRPT1m
st

oc
ks

til
l o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
66

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3078 March 26, 2007 
what is mind-boggling, even when we 
insert his milestones. Still, that is not 
acceptable. 

If the gentleman would like to talk 
about our Web site. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Our e-mail is 
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov if 
any Members would like to e-mail us or 
visit us at www.speaker.gov/ 
30something, e-mail us, 
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. The 
Web site now, Mr. RYAN, is updated. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. All of the new 
statistics from our budget will be on 
there, I am sure. 

I think this is an appropriate time to 
make the announcement of our key 
staffer for years and years and years 
here at the 30-something Working 
Group, Tom Manatos has gotten en-
gaged. He is going to be married to a 
beautiful young Republican. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Who 
works at the White House. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Who works at the 
White House, and the engagement, I 
guess, was blessed by the Greek Ortho-
dox archbishop. How about that for off 
to a good start? 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. The bi-
partisan spirit preached by the 30- 
something working group put in prac-
tice. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Ab-
sorbed, even, by the 30-something lead-
ership. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Right up to the 
staff level. 

Mr. Speaker, we yield back the bal-
ance of our time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of personal busi-
ness. 

Mr. LAMPSON (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and the balance of 
the week. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today and 
March 27. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today and 
March 27. 

Mr. WAMP (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of at-
tending his son’s 20th birthday. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TANNER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5 

minutes, today. 

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today and 
March 27, 28, and 29. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 
minutes, March 27. 

Ms. GRANGER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today and March 27, 28, and 29. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 23 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, March 27, 2007, at 10:30 a.m., for 
morning hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

960. A letter from the Principal Deputy As-
sociate Administrator, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and promulgation of 
State Plan for Designated Facilities and Pol-
lutants; Florida: Emissions Guidelines for 
Small Municipal Waste Combustion Units 
[EPA-R04-OAR-2006 -0140-200605(a); FRL-8276- 
7] received February 27, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

961. A letter from the Principal Deputy As-
sociate Administrator, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; West Vir-
ginia; Amendments to the Minor New Source 
Review Program [EPA-R03-OAR-2006-0915; 
FRL-8276-3] received February 27, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

962. A letter from the Principal Deputy As-
sociate Administrator, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Outer Continental Shelf Air 
Regulations Consistency Update for Alaska 
[EPA-R10-OAR-2006-0377; FRL-8249-2] re-
ceived February 27, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

963. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Part 97 
of the Commission’s Rules To Implement 
WRC-03 Regulations Applicable to Require-
ments for Operator Licenses in the Amateur 
Radio Service [WT Docket No. 05-235] 
Amendment of the Commisison’s Rules Gov-
erning the Amateur Radio Services [WT 
Docket No. 04-140] received February 27, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

964. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Rechannelization of 
the 17.7-19.7 GHz Frequency Band for Fixed 
Microwave Services under Part 101 of the 
Commission’s Rules [WT Docket No. 04-143] 

received February 27, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

965. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Petition of Mid-Rivers 
Telephone Cooperative, Inc. for Order De-
claring It to be an Incumbent Local Ex-
change Carrier in Terry, Montana Pursuant 
to Section 251(h)(2) [WC Docket No. 02-78] re-
ceived February 27, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

966. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Communications As-
sistance for Law Enforcement Act and 
Broadband Access and Services [ET Docket 
No. 04-295; RM-10865] received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

967. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations. (Hennessey, Oklahoma) [MB Dock-
et No. 05-85; RM-11164] received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

968. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), FM Table of Allotments, FM Broad-
cast Stations (Opelika and Waverly, Ala-
bama) [MB Docket No. 05-79] Reclassification 
of License of Station WSTR(FM), Smyrna, 
Georgia) received February 27, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

969. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations. (Hale Center, Texas) [MB Docket 
No. 05-114; RM-1190] received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

970. A letter from the Office of Managing 
Director, AMD-PERM, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations. (Columbus, Indiana) [MB Docket 
No. 05-238; RM-11260] received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

971. A letter from the Acting SSA Regula-
tions Officer, Social Security Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Optometrists as ‘‘Acceptable Medical 
Sources’’ to Establish a Medically Deter-
minable Impairment.[Docket No. SSA-2006- 
0085] (RIN: 0960-AG05) received February 27, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RANGEL: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 493. A bill to prohibit discrimi-
nation on the basis of genetic information 
with respect to health insurance and employ-
ment; with an amendment (Rept. 110–28 Pt. 
2). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 1019. A bill to 
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